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I-OS Angeles World AirpotS (LAWA) has reviewed the Notfce of Proposed Rule 
Making contalned in thy Federal Register (66FR66238), to add 14 CFR Part 154 
entitled “Procedures for Relmhursement of Airports, On-Airport ParkIng Lots and 
Vendors of On-Alrfield Pirsct Se&es to Air Carriers for Securjty Mandates” dated 
December 21”‘, 2001. Our comments a.re as follows: 

Part 164, Subpart A, Section 154J - DeftnitSons - “EllgSble Security RequSnement” 
The definition is too rsstrbtive, LAWA undertook security measures in response to 
input and dire&Ives not only from the FAA, but also from the FRI a.nd other Federal 
law enforcement agencies, Airports should be reimbursed for any dfrect costs 
related to ths secuflty measures they undertook III response to the/r Input, with or 
wSthout a formal directive. 

Pa.rt 154, Subpan A, Section 164.3 - DeUnftDons - “Prudent Me#tsures” 
See comments related to “Eligible Security RequlremsnC The eirport undertook 
security measures above and IDeyond those Imposed by specific securky dlrectives 
and smendments to the Airport Security Pr0gra.m In response to requests and 
recommendations from the FAA, FRI and other Federal agencies. The costs 
related to these measures should be considered allowable dCrect costs, Airports 
should not be penalized for cooperatively [mplementlng the requests of Federa, 
security personnel. 

LAWA continued to keep its interior parking structures closed even af?er being 
granted a waiver by the FAA due to input from Federal agenciee that they needed 
additional time to assess threats that had been made against the aIrport, The 
airpori: also did not want to reopen Rs central terminal ares to regular traffic as It 
would have created the potentla.1 for impeding emergency and law enforcement 
vshlcle access Sn response to a eecurity alert or threat. The lost revenue from this 
closure should be considered a reimbursable dfrect cost. [See below) 

Part 164, Subpart A, SectCon 154.3 - DefinStlons - Vnallowable Cost&” 
Cost revenue reMed to the complete closure of the ajrpofl durfng September 1 It”- 
14 should be an allowable direct cost re[mhursable to the A/rports. It fs a direct 
cost related to a sp&fic security measure mandated by the FAA, namely the 
closure of the Afrports, and should include lost landing fee Income, concession 
Income and parkfng fees from on-airport and off-sIrport parking lots. 

Lost revenue should also be an allowed direct cost since September 1 4!h for flight 
cancellations due to stepped IJP securky measures, for lost ConCeSSiOn revenue 
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due to the FAA imposed security measuw prohibiting individusls without tickets 
from going through screening, end for parking lots and spaces closed due to 
specific FAA security dlrectivss and as “prudent measures” related to input from 
the FAA and other Federal agencies. Lost concesslon income is a, particu1e.r 
concern at GAX where 96 percent of the concessions are located past screening 
and the Federal restriction on non-ttcketed Individuals prohlblts their access to 
these facilftles. The lost revenue related to the reduced concession income should 
therefore be considered a direct cost: borne by the airport In response to a specific 
security directive imposed by the FAA. 

The Airport WEB also impacted grea.tly by the 300 foot clear zones mandated by 
the FAA as It fnStia.lly required the closure of the bulk of our airport parking 
structures, whfch are located wtthh the clear zone, Even after the airport was 
granted 6. “wafve? it kept the Central Terrnlna.l Area, Including the parking 
structures, closed to puhlk traffic a6 a “prudent measure” clue to concerns shared 
by Federal securCty officials tha,t tre.ffic would impede emergency and law 
enforcement vehicle access In response to a. securSty alert or threat. The lost 
revenue from this closure should be considered B reimbursable direct cost, 

On-ArrporI. Parking Lots were Identified as one of the entities deemed eltgible for 
rejmbutsement of direct costs incurred by such operator to comply wjth new, 
addltional, or revised security requirements imposed by the FAA or TSA. This 
clea.rly shows the intent to reimburse the operator of on-airport parking tots for lost 
revenues as an eligible dir@ cost. LAWA is the sole owner of on-airport: parking 
lots iat fts a.Irpofls. 

Capital costs are another Category that should be considered an eltgible dfrea cost 
to be reimbursable by the TSA. ihe Airport is l facing constderable capital costs 
minor ’ and malor modlficatbns to its tsrminnls in order to accommoda.ts new 
scanning and detection equipment mandated by the FAA and TSA. These are 
Fact dfrect costs related to security directives and qulrements set by the FAA, 
Further, these costs should be reimbursed by the FAA and the TSA . rather than 
requiring the alrport to dfverl: AIP funds from established projects to this purpose, 
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